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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 
I • THE PROBLEM 
Statement of the ~roblem. Since it 1s com:nonly 
recognized that real estate 1s the prime source of locally 
taxable wealth and that assessment values are the only 
controlled values in the assessment ratio, the problem was 
(1) to determine whether assessment values in the assess-
ment ratio actually represented assessment values of the 
county as a whole; (2) to ap9ly the information in (1) 
above to whether errors were made in determining the true 
value of locally taxable wealth in N'orthampton County 
which could affect the d1str1but1on of state eduoat1onal 
monies to the county and hence to other localities as well. 
History of the oroblem. For a number of years edu-
cators, statesmen, and tax experts 1n Northampton County 
have questioned the method used 1n the d1atr1but1on of 
state educational funds to local1t1es via the Minimum Edu-
cation Program Fund and the Salary Equalization Fund. In 
so far as could be found, no one to this date has made a 
study to determine definitely whether the fixed factor 1n 
the money distributing formulas, true value or locally 
taxed wealth, was accurately represented by the use of the 
2 
true value factor which was derived by the assessment ratio 
applied to assessed values. 
The present status of the county as far as a1d from 
the Minimum Education Program Fund and the Salary Equa11-
za tion Fund is oonoerned 1s illustrated by the following 
statement: 
During the year 1953-54 our survey showed that 
Northampton County would have been above the 45 cents 
minimum requirement in expenditures for schools per 
~100 of true valuation of locally taxable wealth for 
receiving aid from the M1n1mum Education Program Fund 
and the Salary Equalization Fund. During the year 
1954-55, when the 45 cent rate was aotually applied, 
Northampton County had a rate of 49 cents which enabled 
the county to participate in both funds dur1~ the year 
1955-56. The sums received 1n 1954-55 were i4,790.95 
from the Minimum Education Program Fund and ·~4J,J80.80 
from the Salary Equalization Fund. During 1955-56 the 
county will receive approximately the same amounts from 
each fund.1 
Importance of ~ stuQt. Publ1o school education is 
of grave concern to every o1t1zen of the United States for 
in a democracy the people rule themselves. It is generally 
accepted that every child 1n the state should be given an 
equal opportunity for education. Equal opportunity suggests 
equitable distribution of state educational funds. This 
study will attempt to determine whether the use of the true 
value factor has produced possible 1nequal1t1es. 
1J. G. Blount, Jr., Finance Director of the Virginia 
State Board of Education on July 15, 1955. Permission to 
quote secured. 
Sources or ~. The sources of data were records 
made available by the State Department ot Taxation from the 
files in Richmond, Virginia; records from the files of the 
Treasurer and Tax Commissioner of Northampton County at 
Eastville, Virginia; published information 1n the form of 
books and reports as listed in the bibliography; and inter-
views with persons who were familiar with various aspects 
of the problem. 
Method .21:, procedure. The method of procedure was a 
very simple descriptive approach using a comparison of 
assessment data oompiled from the State Department of 
Taxation's 1950 Assessment Batio Study for Northampton 
County with a 25% sample of the actual assessed values in 
the county. The comparison was made in such a manner as to 
disclose easily interpreted information from which accurate 
oonclus1ons could be drawn. 
Numerals 1nd1cat1ng monetary values were rounded off 
to the nearest dollar, and decimal fractions were carried to 
four places and corrected to three. 
II. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 
Aggregate assessment ratio. The aggregate assess-
ment ratio was interpreted as a term used to identify the 
per cent of total assessed value to the total sales value 
or a given series. 
4 
Assessed value. Assessed value shall be interpreted 
as that value ass1gned a piece of property tor tax levying 
purposes. 
Assessment ratio, The assessment ratio was inter-
preted aa the percentage that the assessed value was of the 
bona fide sales value .. 
Bona fide sale. A bona fide sale shall be inter-
preted as one which represented a free market transfer. 
Such sales as those involving governmental or ad.m1n1strat1ve 
ageno1es, eleemosynary 1nst1tut1ons, transfers of convenience, 
and transfers from one family member to another shall be 
eliminated as unrepresentative of a bona fide sale. 
Land Book. Land Book was interpreted as meaning the 
book containing the 1950 real estate assessments for Northamp-
ton County. 
Htn1rnum Education Program Fund. The Minimum Education 
Program Fund was interpreted in th1s paper exactly as stated 
in the 1954 Session of the Acts .Jm.Q. Joint Resolutions of~ 
General Assembly ..QI~ Com.'!lonwealth of Virginia. The perti-
nent portion is quoted below: 
For providing a minimum educational program ......... .. 
A oounty or oity, which meets the requirements stated 
below is eligible, subject to rules and regulations pro-
mulgated by the State Board of Education, to receive an 
apportionment from this item to provide suff ioient 
monies to operate a minimum educational program; a 
minimum educational program 1s defined as expenditure 
for school operation of not less than one hundred and 
seventy dollars per pupil in average daily attendance, 
To be elig1ble for an apportionment from this item, a 
county or city must: 
a.. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • j • 
s 
b. Have expended from local sources for school 
operation, exclusive of capital outlay and debt service, 
an amount equivalent to a uniform tax levy of forty-five 
cents per one hundred dollars ($100) of true valuation 
of local taxable wealth within suoh county or o1ty. The 
true valuation of local taxable wealth used for this 
purpose shall be that determined b~ the State Department 
of Taxation for the tax year 1950.' 
Real estate. Real estate shall be interpreted as 
meaning land, 1nolud1ng whatever 1s made part of or attached 
to 1t by nature or man, as trees, houses, etc. All property 
mentioned 1n th1s paper refers to real estate. 
Salaz:y: Egua11zat1on Fund. The Salary Equalization 
Fund was interpreted 1n this paper exactly as stated in the 
1954 Session of the Acts and Joint Resolutions of the General 
- - - ------
Assembly of ~Commonwealth of Virginia. The pertinent 
portion ls quoted below; 
For salary equalization 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
It is provided that the State Board of Education shall 
distribute from the sums provided by this item and 
2Aota and Joint Resolutions of the General Assembly of 
~Commonwealth of V1rg1n1a (R1chmond: Commonwealth of v1r::-
g1n1a1 D1v1s1on of Purchase and Printing, 1954, p. 968. 
Item 194t to eaoh county and city an amount equal to 
the amount paid to each suoh ootmty and 01 ty during 
the year ending June 30, 1954, from Item 186, Chapter 
?16 of the Acts of Assembly of 1952. 
Provided, however, that the State Board of Education 
shall make no distribution from Item 194 or Item 194~ 
to any city or county which: 
6 
a. Has not expended from local sources for school 
operation, exclusive of capital outlay and debt service, 
an amoWlt equivalent to a uniform tax levy of forty-
f1ve cents per one hWldred dollars (~100) of true 
valuation of looal taxable wealth within suoh county or 
o1ty. The true valuation of local taxable wealth used 
for this purpose shall be that determined by the State 
Department of Taxation for the tax year 1950.J 
State samnle. State sample shall be interpreted as 
meaning the sample of 1nd1v1dual bona f1de sales and the 
assessment value of these sales from which the State Depart-
ment of Taxation derived the 1950 assessment ratio for 
Morthampton County~ 
True value. True value was interpreted as meaning 
an assigned value of property which was intended to corres-
pond with its actual value in a bona fide free market 
transfer. It was computed by dividing the assessed value 
by the assessment ratio. 
Twenty-five ~ cent sample. The 25% sample shall be 
interpreted as meaning the 25% sample taken of the assessed 
values found in the 12.iQ. Northampton County Land Book. 
3Ib1d., pp. 967-68. 
CHAPTER II 
TF.E 1950 ASSESSMENT RATIO FOR NORTHAMPTON COUNTY 
This portion of the analysis of the true value factor 
was devoted to the study of tho var1ouo nspeoto of the 1950 
Assessment Ba.t1o for Northampton County with special em-
phasis on the assessment data. 
The basic materials used were the selling pr1oe and 
the assessed value of the 14S pieces of real estate, trans-
ferred by bona fide sales, that composed the 6$.mple used 
by the State Department of Taxation in calculating this 
assessment ratio. 
Points to be covered in this chapter illvolve the use 
of the basio material from the state sample to establish 
data that 1a to be compared later with information from a 
large sample of the assessed values of Northampton County 
real estate. 
I. THE 19.50 ASSESSI1ENT RATIO STUDY 
The number of bona fide sale items available to the 
State Department of Taxation for sampling purposes were 
relatively few. All of the bona fide items were utilized 
by the representatives of the department. Table I was 
oonstructed to give a complete view of the individual 
selling price, assessed value, and ratlo of eaoh piece of 
SELLING 
PRICE 
$ 5,000 
J,600 
2.50 
5,000 
5,000 
1,080 
.5,000 
525 
a,ooo 
2,000 
a,ooo 
3,500 
.500 
40,000 
3,000 
500 
250 
100 
.50 
50 
250 
200 
345 
75 
800 
135 
7,750 
1,800 
700 
a,ooo 
6,500 
800 
2,000 
1,000 
10,000 
1,500 
a,ooo 
1,500 
5,000 
TABLE I 
THE 1950 ASSESSMENT RATIO STUDY 
FOR NOBTHAr1PTOU COUNTY 
ASSESSED 
VALUE 
$ 850 
900 
80 
850 
JOO 
50 
350 
100 
1,420 
95 
2,090 
900 
150 
11,400 
755 
80 
80 
40 
40 
40 
100 
60 
40 
40 
260 
40 
1,JOO 
1,150 
JOO 
3,600 
1,,560 
J60 
360 
220 
J,220 
400 
2,060 
400 
1,560 
a 
RATIO IU 
PER CENT 
17\ioo 
25 .. 00 
32~00 
17~00 
6·.00 
4.63 
7.00 
19.05 
17.75 
4.,75 
26.13 
25.71 
30.00 
28.50 
25.17 16.oo 
32.00 1io.oo 
ao.oo 
ao.oo 
40.00 
30.00 
11.59 
53.33 
32.50 
29.63 
16.77 
63.89 
42.86 
45.00 
24.oo 
45.00 
18.00 
22.00 
32.20 
26.67 
25.75 
26.67 
31.20 
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TABLE I (continued) 
900 JOO 33,JJ 
5,000 1,300 26.00 
700 300 42~86 
2,100 200 9~52 
800 460 .5?.50 
180 40 22~22 
s,ooo 780 15~60 
3,000 580 19.J3 
5,500 1,000 18.18 
375 80 21.33 
2,500 500 20,00 
1,600 200 12.50 
500 100 20.00 
.500 100 20.00 
1,200 200 16.67 
8,000 1,150 14.)8 
800 100 12.,50 
3,750 900 24.oo 
17.5 80 45.71 
2,100 250 11.90 
6,500 1,200 18.46 
500 200 40.00 
2,100 200 9 •. .52 
4.50 100 22 •. 22 
1,600 600 37.50 
575 450 78.26 
5, 800 500 8.62 
540 100 18 • .52 
8,600 1,500 17.44 
12.5 100 ao.oo 
200 100 .50~00 
150 80 53~33 
150 40 26.67 
200 80 40,00 
840 240 28 • .57 
200 80 40.00 
1.50 60 40.00 
2,750 500 18.18 
2,100 7.50 35~71 
3,500 600 1(.14 
1,000 200 20.00 
1,500 120 a.oo 
250 80 32.00 
600 400 66.67 
4,500 960 21.33 
JOO 70 23.33 
500 60 12.00 
5,000 2,480 49.60 
.500 100 .20 .oo 
500 100 20.00 
10 
TABLE I (continued) 
10,000 1,360 1J.60 
350 80 22~86 
2,150 620 28 .. 84 
JOO 80 26~6? 4,ooo 420 10.50 
J,500 sso 15.71 
lJ,000 2,aoo 21.54 
JOO 60 20.00 
125 60 48.00 
1,000 100 10,,00 
250 60 24.oo 
.500 120 24.oo 
9,000 1,200 13.33 
250 40 16.00 
200 60 J0.00 
6,500 1,445 22.23 
1,800 I1-4o 24.Li.4 
200 60 30.00 
600 100 16.67 
L~ 1 600 700 15.22 
900 100 11.11 
2,500 460 18.40 
300 80 26,6? 
600 80 13.33 
j!JOO 580 17.58 
2,113 250 11.83 
600 100 16,.6? 
1,~00 250 16.6? 
00 100 25,00 
600 100 16.67 
4,ooo 760 19.00 
600 100 16.67 
.3,850 480 12.4? 
750 100 1J.3.3 
400 100 25.00 
400 100 25.00 
1,200 200 16.67 
.375 50 1J.JJ 
2,400 400 16.67 
1,500 60 4.oo 
.'.3 ,200 340 10.63 
600 100 16.67 
200 60 30.00 
155 40 2,5.81 
1,200 270 22.50 
JOO 80 26.6? 
400 110 27.50 
.5.50 80 14.S.5 
100 80 so.oo 
450 40 8.89 
11 
TABLE I (continued) 
650 100 15 ,38 
150 50 33.33 
75 40 .53•33 
2,500 .580 23 .. 20 
200 60 J0,00 
38 40 105.26 
TOTALS $341,801 ~75,14.5 21,99 
12 
real estate compr1s1ng the sample~l 
The aggregate aasessment ratio whioh was used to 
determine the true value of real estate in Northampton 
County was derived by dividing the total sale price of the 
state sample 1nto the total assessed value of the state 
sample. 
Table II gives a more complete breakdown of the data 
from Table I. The two most important items 1n Table II, 
and the prime reasons for its 1nclus1on, were that first, 
1t shows a gradual decrease in percentage of both ratio of 
assessment to sale~ and cumulative ratio as assessed values 
inerease; second, i518 was the assessed value of an average 
piece of real estate from this assessment ratio study. 
It 1s commonly agreed that low valued properties 
are generally assessed high and high valued properties are 
assessed low. An excellent example of this was brought out 
1n the 1946 Study .Qf. Property Values 1n. Virginia With Com-
;m.e=n~t~s .Qn the Assessment Thereof 1n which Dr. William H. 
Stauffer made an analysis of 26,414 sales to construct the 
data presented in Table III.2 In this table Dr. Stauffer 
lv1rg1n1a State Department of Taxation Statistical 
and Research Division "Northampton County 1950 Ratio Study" 
(Richmond: 1950) p. 1. (Unpublished manuscript.) 
2W1lliam H. Stauffer, h. Study .Qf. Property Values in. 
Virginia With Comments .Qn.~ Assessmen~ Thereo( (Richmond: 
Virginia Electric and Power Company, 1946) p. 12. 
TABLE II 
SELECTED DATA FROM THE STATE SAMPLE 
-----u) (2) (J) (4) (5) {6) Pf>-
Sale price Number Total Total Average Ratio of Cumulative 
range 1n of sale assessed assessed assessment(4) ratio 1n 
hundreds items price value value to sales(3) per cent 
21: g52lla1:s 1:n I2er cent 
0-1 5 $ 288 $ 200 ~ 40 69.44 69.44 't 
1-2 12 1,695 710 .59 41.89 4,5.89 
2-J 14 3,100 1,000 71 32.26 37.58 
3-4 9 2,945 620 69 21.05 31.51 
4-5 6 2,500 550 92 22.00 29.26 
5-6 13 6,690 1,740 134 26.01 27.99 
6-7 8 4,8.50 1,080 135 22.27 26.74 
7-.8 3 2,150 700 233 32.56 27.25 
8-9 5 4,040 1,420 284 35.15 28 ~.38 
9-10 2 1,800 400 200 22.22 28.01 
10-20 16 21,980 4,860 J.38 22.11 25.52 
20-30 lJ 29,212 5,165 397 17.62 22.67 
J0-40 10 34,200 6,585 659 19.25 21.66 
40-50 4 17,100 2,840 710 16.61 21.01 
50-60 10 51,500 9,970 997 19.43 20.57. 
60-70 3 19,500 4,205 1,402 21.56 20.67 
?0-80 1 7,750 1,JOO 1,300 16.77 20.52 
80-90 6 48,600 11,820 1,970 24.32 21.23 
90-100 1 9,000 1,200 1,200 lJ.33 20.97 
100-up 4 7J,OOO 18,780 4, 69.5 2,5.73 21.99 
TOTAL 145 ~341,801 ;~75,145 $518 21.99 21.99 
.... 
\.A) 
TABLE III 
BEAL ESTATE ASSESSMENT RATIOS FOR 1944 IN VIRGINIA COUNTIES AND CITIES ARRANGED 
TO SHOW VARIATION ACCOBDillG TO UNIT SALES VALUES~.t 
Unit sales value of 
property sold 
Under $1,000 
1,000 to 9,999 
10,000 to 49,999 
50,000 to Over 
Grand Average (weighted) 
Average assessmwit ratios {per oentl 
Counties C1t1es Counties & Cities 
44.80 77.49 50.60 
32·.01 54.83 41.12 
27.71 55.04 JS .• 66 
23.33 48~58 33.90 
30'!20 58 .• 66 41.10 
*The ratio values shown opposite each unit sales value bracket are the averages de-
rived from the analysis of 26,414 sales, the g:rc:nd averages are a result of a projection 
of the respective county and city ratios against the total assessed value of real estate 
in each of the 124 pol1t1cal subdivisions of the state .• + 
+Ibid., p. 12. 
..... 
.;:-
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showed that as the sale values of properties 1noreased the 
average assessment ratio decreased, 
The first portion of the problem deals with the 
question of whether assessment values of the 1950 Assess-
ment Batio Study ware representative of the assessed 
values of the county. Any data given that concerns sale 
pr1oes or actual ratios was only given to acquaint the 
reader with the format of the 1950 Assessment Ratio Study. 
Table IV deals with the assessment values of the 
1950 Assessment Ratio Study. Contained in it in columnar 
form and labeled from (1) to (6) is (1) an arbitrarily es-
tablished assessed value range 1n dollars; (2) the assessed 
value of property in each range; (J) the number.of pieces 
of property in eaoh range; (4) the average assessed value 
of property in each range; (5) the per cent of the number 
of p1eoes of property to the total number of pieces 1n the 
study; (6) and the per cent the assessed value in each 
range is of the total assessed value. 
The factors especially noted upon construction of 
Table IV were that there was no assessed values 1n the 
range between $5,000 and $9,999, and only one piece of 
property was included in the range above $5 1 000. 
TABLE IV 
ASSESSMENT DATA FROM THE STATE SAMPLE 
(1) (2) (:3) (4) {5) (6) 
Assessed Assessed. Number of Average Per oent of pieces Per cent assessed 
value value of pieces assessed of property value is of 
range property or value of to total number total assessed 
property property of pieces value 
$0-40 i 520 13 $ 40 9.0 .1 
41-71 880 15 59 10.3 1.2 
72-135 J,925 4.3 91 29.7 5.2 
136-3.38 4,490 19 236 13.1 6.o 
339-997 20,435 JS 584 24.1 27.2 
998-2,,000 17,145 lJ 1,319 9 .. 0 22.a 
2,001-4,999 16,250 6 2,708 4.1 21.6 
5,000-9,999 0 0 0 0 0 
10,000-up 11,400 1 11,400 .? 15.2 
TOTAL $75,145 145 $518 1.00 .999 
..... 
°' 
CHAPTER III 
THE 19,50 ASSESSI·lENT VALUES FOR NORTHAMPTON COUNTY 
To pursue the first portion of the problem, Table V 
was constructed follow1ng exactly the same form as Table IV. 
In Table V a 25% sample, taken from the 1950 Land Book for 
Northampton County, was used as a basis for calculation. 
Thia chapter furnishes information from the 25% sample which 
is to be used as comparative data with that derived from the 
assessed values from the 1950 Assessment Ratio Study in 
Table IV. 
I. TAI{!NG THE 25% SAMPLE 
51noe three previous attempts to take a valid sample 
from the 1950 Land Book gave unsatisfactory results, the 
author consulted with Mr. Alfred L. Wingo, Supervisor of 
Research, Division of Besearoh and Planning, State Department 
of Ed.uoat1on, and Dr. William H. Stauffer, Economist and Tax 
Consultant. The outcome was that all previous work was dis-
carded and all pieces of property were numerically listed 
straight through the Land Book regardless of alphabetical 
arrangement and geographical location. From this list every 
fourth item was selected. This assured the equitable samp-
ling of geographical location and family holdings. One 
fourth of the assessed value of the 5,9?5 items totaled 
TABLE V 
ASSESSMENT DATA FROM THE 25% SAMPLE 
fl)------~~---\2) (Jf (4) (5) (6) 
Assessed Assessed Number of Average Per cent of pieces Per cent assessed 
value value of p1eoes assessed of property value is of 
range property of value of to total number total assessed 
property property of pieces value 
$0-40 (.-
·'K 2,593 ?1 $ 37 4.8 .2 
41-71 4,051 70 58 4.8 .2 
72-135 1?,345 183 9.5 12.2 1.0 
136-J.)8 60,002 265 226 l?.7 J.6 
339-997 253,471 412 615 27.5 15.0 
998-2,000 356,00J 262 1,740 17.5 22.2 
2,001-4,999 501,989 172 2,918 11 • .5 29.7 
5,000-9,999 320,554 49 6,542 J.2 19.0 
10,000-up 16J,706 10 16,371 .6 9.7 
TOTAL $1,679,714 1,494 $1,124 .. 998 1.006 
.... 
o:> 
$1,679,714 which was only $10,665 short of the actual 
assessed value or one fourth of the county. 
II, DATA FROM THE 25% SAMPLE 
Points of note disclosed by Table V were that no 
assessed value ranges were devoid of property, and the 
19 
$1,124 was the assessed value of an average p1eoe of property. 
CHAPTER IV 
COHPAB.ISONS BETWEEN THE ASSESSED VALUATION DATA 
OF THE STATE SAHPLE AND THE 2.5% SAMPLE 
This chapter 1s concerned with the establishment of 
comparative data from the assessment portion of the state 
sample and the 25% sample. 
The material used was the data compr1s1ng Tables IV 
and v. In order to facilitate reference to this data Table 
VI was constructed 1n such a manner as to include the 1n-
formation in Tables IV and V using the same format as found 
in these tables. 
I. COMPARISONS FROM TABLE VI IN WHICH VARIATIONS WEHE NOTED 
The f 1rst comparison in which variations were noted 
was 1n columns two and three. In column two the total 
assessed value of the state sample is $75,145. In column 
three the total number of pieces of property 1s 145. By 
di~1d1ng the total assessed value of the state sample by the 
total assessed value of the county, $6,761,515, a ratio of 
assessed value of the state sample to the original was shown 
to be 1.1%, whereas, by dividing 145, the pieces of property 
in the state sample, by 5,975, the total number of p1eoes 
of property in the county, a ratio of the total number of 
properties in the state sample to the total number of 
TABLE VI 
A COMPARISON OF ASSESSMENT VALUES IN THE STATE SAMPLE WITH THOSE OF THE 25% SAMPLE 
(1) 
Assessed 
value 
range 
$0-40 
41-71 
72-13.5 
1J6-JJ8 
(2) 
Assessed. 
value of 
property 
(J) (4) -~-(ff-~ - ------~-- ---(6) -~ 
Number of Average Per cent of pieces Per cent assessed 
pieces assessed of property value 1s of 
of value of to total number total assessed 
property property of p1eoes value 
,---5-20-- ----13 ------3----~---------9.cr- .1 
(2,593)• (71) (37) (4.8) (.2) 
aao 15 S9 10.J 1.2 (4,051) (70) (58) (4.8) C.2) 
3,925 43 91 29.1 s.2 (l?,34.5) (18J) (95) (12.2> <1~0> 
4,490 19 236 13.1 6.o (60,002) (265) (226) (17.7) (J.6) 
JJ9 997 20 435 35 584 24.1 27.2 
- (25:3:471) (412) (615) {2?.5) (15 .. 0) 
998-2,000 17,145 1~ l,J19 9.0 22.8 (356.003) (262} (1,?40) (17.5) (22.2) 
2,001-4,999 16,250 6 2,708 4.1 21.6 (501,989) (172) (2,918) (11.5) (29.?) 
5,000-9,999 0 0 0 .o .o (320,554) (49) (6,542) {J.2) (19.0) 
10 000 up 11,400 1 11,400 .? 15.2 
• - (163 1706) Clo) (16,371) ( .6) {9.7) 
TOTAL $ 75,145 14S i518 1.00 .999 ($1,679,?14) (1,494) ($1,124) (.998) (1.006) 
*25% sample 1s shown wherever a parenthesis appears. t\) 
...... 
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properties 1n the original was 2.4%. The same calculations 
performed using the total assessed value and the number of 
pieces of property for the 25% sample resulted 1n the ratio 
or the total assessed value of the 25% sample to that of the 
original was 24.99%, and the ratio of items 1n the 251' sample 
to that of the original as 25%. 
The second oompa.r1son in wh1oh variation was noted 
was 1n column four. In the state sam~le the assessed value 
ot an average piece of property was $518. The actual 
assessed value was determined by dividing the total number 
of p1eces or property in the county, 5,975, into the total 
assessed value of the county, $6,761,515. The actual 
assessed value of an average piece of property was found to 
be $1.1J2. This figure is only e1ght dollars more than the 
~1,124 value of the average piece of property in the 25% 
sample. By dividing the assessed value of an average piece 
of property in the county 1nto the assessed value of an 
average piece or property 1n the state sample, the ratio of 
state sample to original in assessed value of an average 
piece of property was 44.8%. 
In the third comparison the percentage of pieces of 
property to the total number in the state sample varied 
widely with that of the 25% sample in seven or the nine 
ranges or assessed value. 
Column five indicates, using simple addition, that 
2J 
86.2% of the total number of 1tems in the state sample were 
assessed in the first five very low ranges, the valuation 
of wh1ch extended from zero to $997. In the 25% sample th1s 
percentage is only 67. 
The fourth comparison deals with the percentage that 
the assessed value 1s of the total assessed value of each 
sample. The first five low ranges of assessed value 1n the 
state sample indicated 46.6% and the 25% sample only 20%. 
Simple addition in column six will produce these figures. 
CHAPTER V 
INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS AUD SUMMARY OF PERTINENT POINTS 
Th1s ohapter is devoted to the interpretation of the 
comparative data compiled in Chapter IV and to the dis-
closure of facts that might indicate errors in the caloula-
t1on of the true value or the county. 
The descriptive method is used covering the four 
Ul1its of comparison listed in the previous chapter, and the 
points to be covered follow these m11ts. 
I. SAI1PLING 
From the first comparison made 1n Chapter IV, the 
interpretation is that the state sample did not adhere to 
generally accepted practices in sampling, 1n that the per-
centage of assessed value was less than half that of the 
percentage of pieces of property used. The 25% sample did 
ad.here to generally accepted praotlces 1n sampling for when 
tested the results showed that there was a oloee balance 
between the peroentage of items and the percentage of 
property value; moreover, the size of the 25% sample was 
much larger than 1s generally used. 
II. ASSESSED VALUE OP AU AVERAGE PIECE OF PROPERTY 
From the second comparison the state sample indicated 
2.5 
the assessed value of an average plece of property to be 
less than half the value of that of an average p1ece 1n the 
25% sample, and only 44.8% of that of the actual value of 
an average piece of property. In the 25% sample the average 
p1eoe was only eight dollars less than the actual value. 
This data 1s interpreted also to mean that the state sample 
did not conform to generally accepted principles of good 
sampling. 
III. PERCENTAGES OF LOW VALUED PROPERTY 
The third and fourth aompar1aons in Chapter IV are 
interpreted to mean that low valued property was predomi-
nately used in the state sample. The 86.2% of the numbers 
of pieces of property in the first five ranges represented 
46.6~ of the valuet1on and in the 25% sample the percentages 
t .. rere 67 to 20 respaot1 vely. 
CHAPTER VI 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Herein are g1ven the conclusions derived from 
generally aaoepted facts 1n oomb1nat1on with the pertinent 
data in the previous chapters. 
Recommendations are made which are intended to point 
out possibilities of improving the aoouracy of the true value 
factor found in the formulas for the distribution of state 
monies from the M1n1mum Education Program Fund and the Salary 
Equalization Fund. 
I. CONCLUSIONS 
The first conclusion is that the state sample was not 
a valid sample because 1t was too small and only partially 
represented the property 1n the county, and assessment values 
1n the oounty are not accurately represented by assessment 
values in the assessment ratio. 
It 1a also concluded that the true value of the county 
or Northampton, being based on the assessment ratio, could 
not possibly be correct unless made so by accidental skewing. 
The third conclusion is that since the true value of 
Northampton County was based on an assessment ratio, the 
assessment part of which tended greatly toward the low valued 
property of the county. the ratio 1f properly attained would 
be suoh that Northampton County would possibly be excluded 
trom reoe1v1ng mon1es from the Minimum Education Program 
Fund and the Salary Equalization Fund. 
Northampton County has been slightly above the 45 
oents per $100 m1n1mum requirement, and the average piece 
of property in the state sample assessed for only 44.8% or 
the assessed value of the average piece in the county. 
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High valued property normally has a low assessment rat!o. 
The lower the assessment ratio, the higher the true value 
becomes. The higher the true value, the more effort a 
looal1ty has to make to reach the minimum of 45 cents per 
$100 of assessed value as set forth 1n the requirements for 
receiving aid from the M1n1mu.~ Education Program Fund and 
the Salary Equalization Fund. 
The f 1nal oonolus1on is that there is no way to 
weight the values in the state sample to produce a reliable 
ratio, since the sample is hopelessly unbalanced 1n that 
only one piece of property in the sample was valued above 
$s,ooo. The assessment ratio of one pieae of property in 
the high value range from $5,000 up could hardly be used as 
a basis for the ratio or all property in this range es-
pecially since the 25% sample showed that, by simple addi-
tion 1n column s1x of Table V, 28.7% of the assessed value 
of all property in the county fell in this range. 
II• REC0!1!1ENDATIOUS 
The writer recommends that the State Comm1ss1oner 
of Taxation have prepared a standard form similar to Table 
IV to be used by local treasurers. When this form is 
properly filled out the percentage of pieces of property 1n 
each range to the total number of p1eoes and the percentage 
of assessed value 1n each range to the total assessed value 
can be used to help check the validity of any assessment 
ratio sample that is made. 
It 1s further recommended that in areas where few 
transfers are made, the year preceding the sample year plus 
the year of the sample be used. · !n situations where a cer-
tain range of assessed values has an 1nsuff1c1ent number of 
bona fide transfers recorded, the locality should be required 
to estimate the sale value of sufficient properties in the 
range to complete the sample. 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Aots and Joint Resolutions of ~ General Assembly of .!'ill& 
Commonwealth .Qf. Virginia. Richmond: Commonwealth of 
Virginia, Division of Purchase and Printing, 19S4. 
Blount, J. G., Jr., Finance Director of the Virginia State 
Board of Education. Statement made during personal 
interview. Richmond: July 15, 1955. 
Federation of Tax adm1n1strators. Guide for Assessment-
Sales Ra.tio Studies. Iieport of a oommrt'tee consisting 
of E. L. Maynard, et .!!:l· Chicago: Federation of Tax 
Administrators, 1954'. 
Groves, Harold M, Fina11ciug Govor11me11t. Revised edition. 
New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1946. 
I'Ioehlman, Arthur B. School Administration. Cambridge: 
The Riverside Press, 1940. 
"Northampton County Land Book.rt Court Hou3e at Eastville, 
Virginia: 1950. (Unpublished manuaoript.) 
Stauffer, William H. A. Studx of Pronerty Values in Virginia 
w1 th Comments .Ql1. ~ As::rnssment Thereof. Richmond: 
Virginia Electric and Power Company, 1946. 
Virginia State Department of Taxation Statistical and Re-
searoh Division. 11 Northampton County 1950 Bat1o Study." 
1950. (Unpublished manuscript.) 
VITA 
Paul Gray Watson, Jr., son of Reverend and Mrs. Paul 
G. Watson of Marshall, Virginia, was born 1n Girdletree, 
Maryland on Deoember 28, 1917. He was graduated from Cam-
bridge High School, Cambridge, Maryland in 1935, and 
entered the University of Biohmond, Virginia where he 
received h1s B. A. Degree in 1940. 
His public school teaching career began 1n 1940 
when he became assistant principal of Blue Ridge High School, 
Blue Ridge, Virginia. In 1941 he became assistant principal 
of Boykins High School in Boykins, Virginia where he remained 
until the Spring of 194J. At this time he volunteered for 
service as an officer 1n the United States Navy. 
Upon discharge from active military duty in 1946, 
he returned to the teaching profession as head of the 
science department at Glen Allen High School, Glen Allen, 
V1rg1n1a. The following year he began his graduate program 
at the University or Richmond, Virginia. In 1950 he com-
pleted the courses of study leading to a Master of Science 
Degree 1n Education, however, he was recalled to active 
military duty for the duration of the Korean Conflict prior 
to having completed the thesis requirement. His thesis work 
was resumed 1n absentia 1n 1953 when he became principal of 
Ca9e Charles High School, Cape Charles, Virginia. He is 
candidate for the degree in Au.gust, 19.55. 
At present Hr. Watson, h1s wife, the former Estelle 
Morton of Kinston, North Carolina, and two daughters, Jan 
and Sabra, reside in Richmond, Virginia where he was re-
cently appointed as principal of the Lakeside Elementary 
School. 
31 
